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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1,6-16 are pending. 

Drawings 

2. The drawings were received on February 27, 2006. These drawings are 
approved (Figure 5). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a 
person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1,6,9-10,13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over US Patent Number 5,893,108 issued to Venkatachary 
Srinvasan et al ("Srinvasan") in view of Stephen R. Davis ("Davis") Learn 
Java Now , Microsoft Press, 1996. 

As per independent claim 1 Srinvasan teaches a method for representing a 
relational database table as a object in an object-oriented operating system (see 
Abstract) comprising: 

providing a reference to a primary key having a one-to-one mapping to a table 
entry in said relational database (column 3, lines 52-53 and column 3, lines 64- 

65); 

... the load method in the object-oriented operating system to load a latest 
instance of a table entry (column 3, lines 64-65 column 4, lines 3-6, column 1 1 , 
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lines 20-35); and ... a save method in the object-oriented operating system to 
save an instance of a table entry (column 4, lines 4-5); 

overloading a remove method in the object-oriented operating system to remove 
an instance of a table entry (column 1 1 , lines 7-43); 

wherein overloading a remove method in the object-oriented operating system 
removes itself and any child instances (column 1 1 , lines 7-67, as remove 
application objects from memory); 

wherein overloading a save method in the object-oriented operating system 
saves itself and any child instances (column 11, lines 7-43, as create application 
objects and allocating memory for the application objects); 
wherein overloading a load method in the object-oriented operating system loads 
itself and any child instances (column 1 1 , lines 7-43). 

Srinvasan does not explicitly teach overloading. Davis does teach 
overloading (p. 49-50) to allow sets of methods with similar purpose to be given 
the same name. It would have been obvious to person of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to modify Srinvasan with overloading to allow sets of 
methods with similar purpose to be given the same name (page 50, lines 4-5). 

As per claim 6, same as claim arguments above and Srinvasan teaches: 
defining meta data relationship classes to define the relationship between a 
database type and its equivalent object-oriented data type (column 1 1 , lines 23- 

26). 

As per claim 9, same as claim arguments above and Srinvasan teaches: 
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providing a read type converter reference to convert data types from relational 
database data types to object-oriented data types (column 2, line 62 to column 3, 
line 8 , column 11, lines 23-6, and Figure 1). 

As per claim 10, same as claim arguments above and Srinvasan teaches: 
providing a value added write data reference to convert data from relational 
database data to object-oriented data (column 3, lines 64-65 and column 5, lines 
4-6). 

As per claim 13, same as claim arguments above and Srinvasan teaches: 
automatically generating Java code from DDL (column 8, lines 59-61). 

Claims 7-8,11-12,15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Srinvasan in view of Davis as applied to claims 1 
above, and further in view of US Patent Number 5,937,409 issued to 
Johnathan Wetherbee ("Wetherbee"). 

As per claim 7, same as claim arguments above and Srinvasan and Davis do not 
explicitly teach providing a read data reference to convert data types from object- 
oriented data types to relational database data types. Wetherbee does teach 
reference to convert data types from object-oriented data types to relational 
database data types (column 4, lines 42-64) to create from a relational database 
full fledged objects in an object oriented system. It would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to modify 
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Srinvasan in view of and Davis with automatically generating Java code from a 
data source to create from a relational database full-fledged objects in an object 
oriented system as described by Wetherbee (column 3, lines 36-41). 

As per claim 8, same as claim arguments above and Srinvasan in view of Davis 
do not explicitly teach providing a write data reference to map data from object- 
oriented data to relational database data. Wetherbee does teach providing a 
write data reference to map data from object-oriented data to relational database 
data (column 4, lines 42-64) to create from a relational database full-fledged 
objects in an object-oriented system. It would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Srinvasan in 
view of Davis with automatically generating Java code from a data source to 
create from a relational database full-fledged objects in an object oriented system 
as described by Wetherbee (column 3, lines 36-41 ). 

As per claim 1 1 , same as claim arguments above and Srinvasan in view of 
Davis do not explicitly teach automatically generating Java code from a data 
source. Wetherbee does teach automatically generating Java code from a data 
source (column 3, lines 9-15 and 28-30) to create from a relational database full- 
fledged objects in an object-oriented system. It would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to modify 
Srinvasan in view of Davis with automatically generating Java code from a data 
source to create from a relational database full-fledged objects in an object 
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oriented system as described by Wetherbee (column 3, lines 36-41). 

As per claim 12, same as claim arguments above and Srinvasan in view of 
Davis do not explicitly teach automatically generating Java code from database 
meta data. Wetherbee does teach automatically generating Java code from 
database meta data (column5, lines 1 10-21 ) to create from a relational database 
full-fledged objects in an object oriented system. It would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to modify 
Srinvasan in view, of Davis with automatically generating Java code from 
database meta data to create from a relational database full fledged objects in an 
object oriented system as described by Wetherbee (column 3, lines 36-41). 

As per claim 15, same as claim arguments above and Srinvasan in view of 
Davis do not explicitly teach wherein generated code is independent of a specific 
J2EE technology, database, external service and third-party products. 
Wetherbee does teach generated code is independent of a specific J2EE 
technology, database, external service and third-party products (column 6, lines 
8-17) to create from a relational database full-fledged objects in an object 
oriented system. It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention was made to modify Srinvasan in view of Davis 
with automatically generating Java code from database meta data to create from 
a relational database full fledged objects in an object oriented system as 
described by Wetherbee (column 3, lines 36-41). 
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Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Srinvasan in view of Davis as applied to claim 1 above, and further in 
view of US Patent Number 5,918,225 issued to Peter W. Wise ("Wise"). 

As per claim 14, same as claim arguments above and Srinvasan in view of 
Davis do not explicitly teach allowing vendor-specific SQL hints to be added to 
generated code to improve performance. White does teach allowing vendor- 
specific SQL hints to be added to generated code to improve performance 
(column 50, lines 36-47) to allow the system to avoid potentially time-consuming 
or incorrect assumptions. It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention was made to modify Srinvasan in view of 
Davis with vendor-specific SQL hints to allow the system to avoid potentially 
time-consuming or incorrect assumptions as described by Wise (column 50, lines 
43-45). 

Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Srinvasan in view of Davis as applied to claim 1 above and further in 
view of US Patent Number 6,529,913 issued to Robert C. Doig et al 
("Doig"). 

As per claim 16, same as claim arguments above and Srinvasan in view of . 
Davis do not explicitly teach allowing incremental loading. Doig does teach 
allowing incremental loading (column 17, lines 17-32) to provide substantial 
saving in memory needed. It would have been obvious to a person one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to modify Srinvasan 
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in view of Davis with incremental loading to provide substantial saving in 
memory needed as described by Doig (column 17, lines 20-21). 

Response to Arguments 
4. Applicant's arguments filed February 27, 2007 have been fully considered 
but they are not persuasive. 

Applicant argues prior art of record does not teach Applicant argues 
"overloading the load method in the object-oriented operating system to load a 
latest instance of a table entry, and "overloading a save method in the object- 
oriented operating system to save an instance of a table entry. Examiner finds 
Srinvasan does teach ... the load method in the object-oriented operating system 
to load a latest instance of a table entry (column 3, lines 64-65 column 4, lines 3- 
6, column 11, lines 20-35); and ... a save method in the object-oriented operating 
system to save an instance of a table entry (column 4, lines 4-5). 

Applicant argues prior art of record does not teach "overloading a remove 
method in the object-oriented operating system to remove an instance of a table 
entry" and "wherein overloading a remove method in the object-oriented 
operating system removes itself and any child instances". Examiner finds these 
limitations taught by Srinvasan at column 1 1 , lines 7-43, as removing application 
objects from memory. 

Applicant argues prior art of record does not teach "wherein overloading a 
save method in the object-oriented operating system saves itself and any child 
instances" and "a load method in the object-oriented operating system loads itself 
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and any child instances". Examiner finds these limitations taught by Srinivasan at 
column 1 1 , lines 7-43, as creating application objects and allocating memory for 
the application objects and as removing application objects from memory. 

In response to applicant's argument that Davis does not provide 
motivation for overloading, the fact that applicant has recognized another 
advantage which would flow naturally from following the suggestion of the prior 
art cannot be the basis for patentability when the differences would otherwise be 
obvious. See Ex parte Obiaya, 227 USPQ 58, 60 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1985). 

Srinvasan teaches ... the load method in the object-oriented operating system 
to load a latest instance of a table entry (column 3, lines 64-65 column 4, lines 3- 
6, column 11, lines 20-35); and ... a save method in the object-oriented operating 
system to save an instance of a table entry (column 4, lines 4-5), overloading a 
remove method in the object-oriented operating system to remove an instance of 
a table entry (column 11, lines 7-43), wherein overloading a remove method in 
the object-oriented operating system removes itselfand any child instances 
(column 1 1 , lines 7-67, as remove application objects from memory), wherein 
overloading a save method in the object-oriented operating system saves itself 
and any child instances (column 11, lines 7-43, as create application objects and 
allocating memory for the application objects) and wherein overloading a load 
method in the object-oriented operating system loads itself and any child 
instances (column 1 1 , lines 7-43). Srinvasan does not explicitly teach 
overloading. Davis does teach overloading (p.49-50) to allow sets of methods 
with similar purpose to be given the same name. It would have been obvious to 
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person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Srinvasan 
with overloading to allow sets of methods with similar purpose to be given the 
same name (page 50, lines 4-5). 

Conclusion 

5. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection 
presented in this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. 
See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as 
set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire 
THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is 
filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory 
action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory 
period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will 
the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, John Cottingham can be reached on 571-272-7079. The 
fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
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Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786- 
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